Wilamowitz-Moellendorff on the Constitution of Athens Aristoteles und Athen, von U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff. 2 vols. Berlin. 1893. 20 Mk. by Walker, E. M.
The Classical Review
http://journals.cambridge.org/CAR
Additional services for The Classical Review:
Email alerts: Click here
Subscriptions: Click here
Commercial reprints: Click here
Terms of use : Click here
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff on the Constitution of Athens
Aristoteles und Athen, von U. von Wilamowitz-
Moellendorff. 2 vols. Berlin. 1893. 20 Mk.
E. M. Walker
The Classical Review / Volume 8 / Issue 05 / May 1894, pp 205 - 207
DOI: 10.1017/S0009840X0018816X, Published online: 27 October 2009
Link to this article: http://journals.cambridge.org/abstract_S0009840X0018816X
How to cite this article:
E. M. Walker (1894). The Classical Review, 8, pp 205-207 doi:10.1017/
S0009840X0018816X
Request Permissions : Click here
Downloaded from http://journals.cambridge.org/CAR, IP address: 128.122.253.228 on 02 May 2015
THE CLASSICAL REVIEW. 205
WILAMOWITZ-MOELLENDOKFJ? ON THE CONU'llTUTWN OF ATHENS.
Aristoteles und Athen, von U. von WILAMO-
WITZ-MOELLENDORFF. 2 vols. Berlin.
1893. 20 Mk.
THESE two volumes, containing between
them upwards of 800 closely printed pages,
form decidedly the bulkiest contribution to
the literature of the 'A&jvaiW •jroAiTeta that
has yet appeared. They are concerned with
the subject-matter only of the treatise,
questions of textual criticism being dealt
with in a companion volume, entitled Stil
und Text, by Kaibel, who was jointly re-
sponsible with "Wilamowitz-Moellendorff for
an edition of the text published in 1891.
There is much, however, in the two volumes,
especially in the second, that has only a
very indirect bearing on the 'A&jratW
7roA.iT«a. The first volume is occupied in
the main with an attempt to determine the
sources of which Aristotle availed himself
in the composition of his work; for it is
assumed, as if it needed no proof, that
Aristotle was the author of the ' Constitu-
tion of Athens.' The second volume
furnishes us with a reconstruction of Athen-
ian constitutional history on the basis of the
Politeia, together with a number of essays
on various points of Athenian history.
The inquiry into the authorities followed
by Aristotle is at once the most original
and the most ambitious part of the work,
and it is by these chapters that the author
would himself, in all probability, wish his
labours to be judged. The conclusion at
which he arrives is that Aristotle can ad-
vance no claim to be regarded as an inde-
pendent investigator in the field of history ;
original research, we are given to under-
stand, was alien to his nature, and appears
to have been limited to an occasional con-
sultation of Solon's poems. The sources
from which he supposes that Aristotle
derived his knowledge of Athenian history
are four in number: (1) Herodotus, (2)
Thucydides, (3) a source which is variously
designated as ' the Chronicle,' ' the Atthis,'
and ' the Atthidographs,' and (4) an oligar-
chical tendenzschrift. I t is to the two
latter sources that he considers that Aris-
totle owed most.
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff's theory as to
source (3), so far as I understand it, may be
stated thus. There are a large number of
passages in the 'AOyvaimv iroXireia which are
so different both in style and matter to the
rest of the work, and resemble one another
so closely in both respects, that they must
be derived from a common source. As to
matter, they deal with facts rather than
opinions ; in point of style, they are distin-
guished by their brevity and by the precise
dates they supply. These are the charac-
teristics of a chronicle, and it is in a chroni-
cle, in some form or other, that the common
source must be sought. This chronicle, it
is assumed, was based on contemporaneous
records of noteworthy events, which began
to be made before 600 B.C., and were worked
up into histories, in the course of the fourth
century, by a series of Atthidographs who
flourished before the composition of the
Politeia, of whom Androtion may be taken
as a representative. These records however
were not official in character—-there were
no fasti, in the strict sense, at Athens—•;
they were the work of many generations of
igrjyrjTai, who intended them for the guid-
ance of their successors in office. The
chronicle supplied Aristotle with the frame-
work of the Politeia, and its statements,
being derived from contemporaneous docu-
ments, form the sole trustworthy basis of
Athenian history.
Clearly there is much in this theory that
needs explanation, and still more that
demands a good deal of evidence in its favour
before it can be accepted. With regard to
explanation, there is not a little that is left
obscure. ' Die Chronik,' and ' die Atthis '
are substituted for ' the Atthidographs,'
and ' der Exeget' for the l^qyqTai, in a
somewhat puzzling fashion. As I under-
stand the theory, the chronicle proper—the
'urschrift,' as Wilamowitz-Moellendorff calls
it—was known to Aristotle only through
the medium of the Atthidographs. What
then becomes of the argument from style,
which is admitted to be the chief evidence
for the hypothesis ? Are we to suppose
that the writers of the fourth century re-
garded the ' uratthis' as a sort of sacred
text, which they were constrained to incor-
porate in their histories without the alter-
ation of one jot or one tittle 1 If this is
not implied, how are we to explain the
statement that in ch. 22 we have a specimen
of the chronicle ' unvermischt' 1 And, of
course, in the Politeia we are dealing with
the chronicle at third hand, at best. As
to evidence, it is scarcely an exaggeration to
say that none is adduced. It is a reasonable
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hypothesis enough that such passages as ch.
22, 2-8, or ch. 26, 2-4, may have been
borrowed from an Atthidograph, though I
fail to appreciate the improbability of Aris-
totle, if he were the author of the Politeia,
having consulted tj/rjtf>i<T/iaTa for himself ; it
is, however, quite another thing to assume,
on such slender grounds, that so large a
part of the 'AO-qvaiav TroXireia is derived
from a common source, or to postulate the
existence of an 'urschrift.' Most readers
will probably remain sceptical as to the
existence in the fourth century of a chronicle
dating back to the seventh ; they may even
still prefer the authority of Thucydides to
that of the hypothetical exegete.
The oligarchical tendenzschrift,. source
(4), was a history of the Athenian constitu-
tion, published in the autumn of 404, as a
manifesto of the moderate section among the
Thirty. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff seems to
be as confident about the authorship as
about the date; it was the work of Thera-
menes, and its object was to prove from the
history of the Athenian state the correctness
of the interpretation which he and his party
put upon the phrase irarpios iroXcreia. To
this ' grundschrif t ' Aristotle owed his
knowledge of Draco's constitution, as well
as most of what he has to tell us about the
fifth century. Its statements, except in
the case of Solon, were accepted by him
without hesitation; a fact which explains,
though it does not justify, his attitude
towards Pericles and the demagogues.
Here there is the same lack of evidence
as before. I am not concerned to deny that
there is a very close connexion between the
constitution attributed to Draco and the
ideals of the Four Hundred, or that the
account given in the ' A0t]vaia>v iroXnua of
Athenian politics in the fifth century is
both prejudiced and inadequate. A good
deal more than this, however, must be
established before the existence of the oli-
garchical pamphleteer can be regarded as
proved. The suggestion that this pam-
phleteer was Theramenes seems to me suffi-
ciently improbable. "We cannot, at any
rate, attribute to him the narrative of his
own death; yet, if a common source is
assumed for the chapters relating to Aris-
tides, Cimon, Pericles, the demagogues, and
the Four Hundred, and if the chief ground
for this assumption is that all these passages
betray the same political sympathies, it
seems unreasonable to assume a different
source for the history of the Thirty, in
which the point of view appears to be
identical.
To turn from the sources to the subject-
matter of the Polileia. Wilamowitz-Moel-
lendorff claims to have established the right
of Draco to a place among the constitution-
makers of Athens. I cannot but think
that his arguments afford convincing reasons
for the opposite conclusion. He admits
that there is so close a resemblance between
ch. 4 and the constitutional schemes of the
Four Hundred in ch. 30 and 31 that we
must make our choice between two alterna-
tives ; either the constitution of Draco was
the invention of a supporter of the Four
Hundred, i.e. of the author of the ' tendenz-
schrift,' who sought to gain credit for the
Trarptos iroXinia by fathering it upon Draco,
or else it was rescued from oblivion by the
legislators of the year 411, to whom it
served as a model. He further concedes
that there is no trace of antiquity in the
language of ch. 4, that its contents were
unknown to Aristotle when he wrote the
Politics, and that it is inserted in so clumsy
a fashion as to interrupt the connexion
between ch. 3 and ch. 5. I t may be added
that the ' tendenzschrift,' from which ch. 4
was borrowed, is supposed not to have come
into Aristotle's possession until after the
publication of the Politics—indeed it must
have been quite at the eleventh hour that
he stumbled on it, as he would appear not
to have had time to adjust the account of
Draco to the passages of the chronicle
between which it had to be interpolated—;
and that it is suggested that Theramenes
arrived at his account of Draco's constitution
inductively, by a process of reasoning from
those fragments of his legislation which were
discovered during the revision of the laws.
The explanation of another well-known
difficulty, that of the number and the names
of Peisistratus' sons, is likely to give as little
satisfaction as the hypothesis of an ' ur-
schrift,' or this discovery 'of the book of
the law.' Aristotle's version of the history
of the Pisistratidae, resting upon the infal-
lible authority of the chronicler, must be
preferred to that of Thucydides, wherever
the two conflict. Thucydides attributes to
Hipparchus the parb played by Thessalus in
the Politeia, and knows but of three legiti-
mate sons; the Politeia adds a fourth,
Iophon, and makes Thessalus a surname
of Hegesistratus. The statement of Thucy-
dides cannot be set aside as a blunder, for
he can quote the O-TJJA.^  in the Acropolis to
prove i t ; even a chronicle cannot claim
to be more infallible than an inscription.
To save the credit of the Atthis, the hypo-
thesis is put forward that Iophon was
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omitted ou the column because he was
domiciled at Sigeum, and to make this hypo-
thesis agree with Herodotus, according to
whom the governor of Sigeum was Hegesi-
stratus, it is suggested that the latter may
have dropped his true name in favour of his
•7raptavvft,wv Thessalus, and that the name
Hegesistratus, being thus discarded, may
have been adopted by Iophon as more
euphonious than that which his father had
bestowed upon him. Thus a Hegesistratus-
Thessalus is matched by an Iophon-
Hegesistratus. One is tempted to ask what
a writer's canons of probability can be, when
he accepts such an explanation as this, and
rejects the presence of Hippias at Marathon,
or the interview of Themistocles with the
Molossian king, as wholly incredible.
In the account of Solon's legislation the
opoi are explained as mortgage-pillars, and
no allusion is made to any other view ; the
tKTrjfiopoi are regarded as deriving their
name from the receipt of a sixth part, not
from its payment, and as being a class of day-
labourers whose wages were paid in kind;
while the account of the alteration of the
standard, given in ch. 10, is admitted to
betray 'an almost incredible ignorance of the
subject.' Aristotle is borrowing from An-
drotion, without understanding him.
Amongst other points it may be noticed
that the yeio/jLopoi and Sr/fiiovpyoi are treated
as divisions of the nobility, on an equality
in all respect with the evirarpiSai; that the
story of Themistocles and the Areopagus is
pronounced a romance; and that ch. 24 is
allowed to do its author as little credit as
ch. 10. The explanation of <f>i\os TS>V
Tvpdvvwv in ch. 20 can scarcely be adequate.
' Bicameral system ' (' Zweikammersystem,'
vol. I. p. 88) sounds to English ears an odd
way of describing the relation of the
ecclesia to the boule.
There are not a few omissions in the book,
in spite of its length ; perhaps the one most
to be regretted is a discussion of the
question of authorship. There must be a
good many readers, who are ready to agree
with the charges Wilamowitz-MoellendorfE
brings against the writer of the 'A&yraiW
TToXireia, who will yet hesitate to admit that
one who deserves to be judged so severely
can have been the author of the Politics.
E. M. WALKEK.
FRACCAROLI'S PINDAR.
Le Odi di Pindaro dichiarate e tradotte da
GUISEPPE FRACCAROLI, prof. ord. di letter-
atura greca nell' Universita, di Messina.
Verona. 1894.
THIS is a very handsome large octavo
volume, paper covered, with pp. xvi. 732.
It begins with 165 pp. of Prolegomeni on
the life of Pindar, the chronological order
of the odes, Greek lyric poetry, and the
style art and technique of Pindar. All the
extant odes are then taken one by one, and
to a very searching and careful analysis is
added a literal line-for-line version of each
in Italian. This portion of the work com-
prises nearly 600 pp., though there is no-
thing which could be called a running com-
mentary to serve the needs of explanation,
and little discussion of the text. The
familiarity displayed by the editor with the
views of all who have written on or about
Pindar in ancient or modern times and in
various languages is quite marvellous. The
style of the introductory essays and the
notes is very pleasing, and if it does not
attain to the brilliancy of the French school
in the hands of Villemain, at all events it
affords a delightful contrast to the learned
dryness of Boech, Dissen and Metzger.
The recent awakening to the astonishing
qualities of Pindar's style is largely due to
the striking and sympathetic criticism of
Matthew Arnold ; it has found its outward
and visible sign in the beautiful prose ver-
sion of Mr. Ernest Myers; and it consti-
tutes not the least excellence of Mr. Bury's
brilliant scholarly and eminently appreci-
ative edition of the Nemean and Isthmian
Odes. Henceforth it may be presumed that
no scholar will undertake the editing of
Pindar without due attention to the aesthe-
tic part of his task. I t is not neglected by
Prof. Fraccaroli, but might perhaps have
claimed even more of his attention, seeing
that it has been well nigh neglected till the
present generation.
On the vexed question concerning the
structure of the odes, Prof. Fraccaroli is
disposed to take his side with those who
accept the nomic theory, while about the
doctrine of echoes and responsions he in-
clines to scepticism. The extensive and
